
To Those on Attached List

SUBJECT: SUBMISSION OF IMPLEMENTATION GUIDANCE FOR THE
TECHNICAL PEER REVIEW PROCESS VERSION 3.0

Enclosed is version 3.0 of the Implementation Guidance for the Technical Peer Review
Process.  The changes from the first two versions came from the lessons learned since the
external peer review was implemented. The technical core criteria have been expanded
allowing you, the decision maker, to use the results of the review as a powerful tool.
Recognizing the importance of timing we are proposing a new schedule so that the results
of the peer review would be available to you at the beginning of the fourth quarter, in
time for your decision to continue or discontinue the technology development activity.

For your convenience, attached is a list highlighting some of the major changes from the
previous revisions of the Implementation Guidance.  In several weeks, a video tape
complimenting this guidance document, will be made available to you, the Program
Managers, your Product Line Managers, and Principal Investigators.  The purpose of this
videotape is to walk you through the policy involved and the implementation procedures
associated with the peer review process.

I look forward once again to another productive year of peer review activities.  Should
you have any comments or questions regarding this guidance document, please feel free
to call me at (630) 252-2503, or Miles Dionisio, my Deputy, at (630) 252-2499.

Alvin L. Young, Director
Center for Risk Excellence and
  EM-50 Peer Review Coordinator
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SUMMARY OF CHANGES

(1) Clarification of the three stage preparation of the Technical Peer Review Report
(sec. 2.7, p. 7);

(2) Introduction of the Type IV Review applicable to the technical evaluation of
competing submissions (sec. 3.1, p. 10);

(3) Reinstatement of Type III Reviews to clarify that it should only be used for the
review of technology projects that are either new starts or if they have reached a
level of maturity such that a reasonably complete set of technical documentation
is available (sec. 3.1, p. 11);

(4) Application of the project screening process in the project selection for peer
review, including the new peer review schedule that will be followed starting this
fiscal year (sec. 3.2 and 3.3, p. 11-13);

(5) Expansion and clarification of the Core Technical Criteria, allowing for an
improved method for assessing the value of the technology development activity
(sec. 3.4, p. 13-15);

(6) Guide in the preparation of technology specific criteria (sec. 3.5, p. 16);

(7) Expanded guidance in preparing the technical documentation, including definition
on what does not qualify as publication in peer reviewed technical journal (sec.
3.7, p. 17);

(8) Clarification in the format and submission requirement of the DOE Response
Report (sec. 3.8, p. 17); and

(9) Expansion and clarification of the roles and responsibilities allowing for a better
understanding of everyone's expectations (sec. 4.0, p. 19-21).


